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It is now decided that such a mistake does not excuse the defen-
dant from performing the obligation that has been laid upon
him by the judgment.1 The doctrine that a foreign judgment
cannot be impeached as to merits has been carried to its logical
conclusion. Thus in Godardv. Gray:2
The plaintiffs, who were Frenchmen, sued the defendants (English-
men) in France on a charter-party, the proper law of which was English
law. The charter-party contained the clause: 'Penalty for non-perfor-
mance of this agreement estimated amount of freight.' The effect of
such a clause under English law is not to quantify the damages exactly,
but to leave them to be assessed according to the actual loss suffered j but
the French court, believing that the language of the charter-party was
to be understood in its natural sense, fixed the damages payable by the
defendant at the exact amount of freight. When sued upon the judg-
ment in England, the defendants pleaded this mistaken view of English
law in defence. The plea failed. The court held that there can be no
difference between a mistake as to English law and any other mistake.
Foreign     Lindley L J. once said that the jurisdiction which alone is
important *n connexion with a foreign judgment is the corn-
had inter- petence of the foreign court in the international sense. 'Its
npLtence competence or jurisdiction in any other sense is not regarded as
material by the courts of this country/3 According to this view,
action will lie in England upon a foreign judgment although
delivered by a court that, according to its own internal law,
had no jurisdiction whatsoever over the cause of action. If, for
instance, as is possible in the case of the English County Court,
the foreign court has adjudicated upon a claim in excess of the
legally permitted amount, is it to be no answer to an action on
the judgment in England that the court lacked internal juris-
diction? To admit this would be inconsistent with principle*
According at any rate to the English rule, a judgment delivered
by a court with no jurisdiction is a complete nullity, and it
seems curious that what was null and void in the foreign country
can be regarded as valid for the purposes of an English action.
Such a foreign judgment creates no right whatsoever in favour
of the plaintiff, yet it is because a right has been vested in him
that, according to the doctrine of obligation, he may sue on the
judgment in England. The dictum of Lindley L J«, for it was
nothing more, was not applied in Papadopoulos v. Papadopottlos*
1 Castrique v. Imrie (1870), L.R. 4 Pf.L. 414; Godardv. Gray (1870), L.R.
6 Q-B. 139-	* (1870), L.R. 6 £.B. 139.
3	Pembertonv. Hughes, [1899] r Ch. 781, 791.
4	l>93°] P- 55; s*fr*, pp. 407-8.

